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1 Executive Summary
As part of their Master Planning Process and general community outreach, the St. Anthony East
Neighborhood Association (SAENA) undertook a resident and business survey to solicit feedback
about how residents and business-owners would like to see the St. Anthony East neighborhood
develop and improve over the coming years. The survey asked respondents about various features
of the neighborhood, including access to businesses, the quality and features of neighborhood
parks, priorities for residential development, and other aspects of the neighborhood they would like
to see change, improve, or stay the same. A total of 290 resident households (of 1,054 households)
and 3 (of 8) neighborhood businesses returned the survey. While renters, younger individuals, and
residents of color were somewhat less likely to respond to the survey than other residents, but the
survey respondents reflected a broad swath of the neighborhood, with respondents coming from all
demographic categories.
The results of the survey reflect a mixture of opinions on many issues, but also some consensus
in other areas. Overall, residents see the neighborhood as a good place to live. Assets of the
neighborhood are its parks and proximity to essential goods and services. Residents expressed
clear interest in seeing retail development including a deli or bakery, grocery, coffee shop, and/or sit
down restaurant. Free response questions also revealed that the current number of bars is sufficient.
With regard to parks, some residents supported a number of improvements, especially a dog park,
pavilion, and the addition of grilling equipment. A large number of other ideas for improving parks
were favored by some, but none received overwhelming support.
The survey also asked about transportation use and interest in a Central Ave. streetcar line.
The majority of people indicated that they use public transit with some frequency. The proposed
streetcar garnered the interest of both regular transit users and those who rarely ride transit. The
most popular locations for a streetcar stop were Spring St. followed by Broadway Ave.
The bulk of the survey addressed preferences for residential development. Overall, there was a
preference for more single family homes. While owners favored seeing fewer apartments, renters
were supportive of increased or no change in all types of housing. Free response questions also
revealed a preference for less low income, rental, and subsidized housing. In line with desire to
maintain a residential neighborhood, residents favored using the Webster School building as an
early childhood center or community center.
In short, the survey revealed generally positive views of the neighborhood, with a desire for
increased attention to upkeep of residential property, increased lighting, less petty crime, and addi-
tions to neighborhood parks and retail that would help to maintain and improve the quality of the
neighborhood.
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2 Introduction
2.1 Neighborhood Description
St. Anthony East is a largely residential neighborhood in the Northeast part of Minneapolis. The
neighborhood”s borders are Broadway to the north, Central Ave. to the east, Washington St/5th
St to the west and the BNSF railroad tracks to the south (see Figure 1). Upon initial examination,
it appears much like any urban residential area, but this neighborhood is as unique as the larger
“Nordeast” area of Minneapolis that it is a part of. Most of the housing stock was built in 1939 or
earlier (45%) and another 23% was built between 1970 and 1979, which makes for a unique mix of
housing. The area is characterized by a broad array of housing types. Only about 30% of housing
units are single family homes. Of the remainder of housing units, 30% contains 20 or more units
and 30% of are duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes. The majority of residences (62%) are renter
occupied. Between the 2000 U.S. Census and the 2010 U.S. Census, there was a small increase
in owner occupied units. There are eight businesses in the neighborhood. Five of these businesses
are food or food/liquor establishments. There is one dry cleaners/laundromat, dental services, and
a liquor store. There are several large parks in the neighborhood and a community garden.
2.2 Neighborhood Demographics
As of the 2010 Census, about 2,000 people live in St. Anthony East. The median age in the
neighborhood is 33 and 70% of the population is white. The next largest racial group is African
American or Black, which constitutes 13% of neighborhood residents. These demographics are
similar to those found in the 2000 Census, but reflect a shift toward a slightly younger and more
racially diverse neighborhood. In 2000, the approximate population of the neighborhood was the
same, but the median age was slightly higher at 36% and 77% of the population was white. In the
past 10 years, diversity in age, race, and ethnicity have all increased.
3 Project Description and Goals
The neighborhood survey project was initiated by the St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association
(SAENA) as a part of its Master Plan process. The association has been around for a number of
years and has a nine-person board. Specifically, the Master Plan Steering Committee, which is
comprised of three people, is spearheading this initiative. The Neighborhood Master Plan is an
official planning document that guides neighborhood development and land use for the next 5-20
years. The goal of the document is to communicate a vision for what residents and stakeholders
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Figure 1: Map of Neighborhood
want the neighborhood to look like in the future. As part of the Neighborhood Master Plan, a survey
was conducted to ask residents, businesses, and stakeholders what their vision is for the future of
St. Anthony East and what their priorities are for development and land use in the neighborhood.
The results of this survey will be incorporated into the Neighborhood Master Plan.
The goal of SAENA is to have the Neighborhood Master Plan adopted by the City of Min-
neapolis into their comprehensive planning document, which guides development and land use
throughout the city. This will greatly increase the neighborhood”s influence on City decisions that
affect them. The Neighborhood Master Plan will be used by SAENA to decide how to allocate
resources for neighborhood projects. The plan will also aid SAENA in organizing residents and
stakeholders around issues that impact them. In particular, the plan will help SAENA connect with
residents about issues such as use of the Webster School building, a potential street car line on
Central Avenue, and more. The plan and the neighborhood survey allow those closest to the issues
to have a voice in the development decisions that will affect them.
The neighborhood survey was sent to all residential households and businesses in the St. An-
thony East neighborhood. Separate surveys were created for residents and business owners. An
outreach plan was also created, not only to encourage a higher response rate for the survey, but
also to facilitate connections with residents and stakeholders and develop those relationships to
increase the strength of neighborhood ties. The 10 point outreach strategy developed can be found
in Appendix 2. Of the outreach strategies outlined, the only strategy not deployed formally was
using neighborhood volunteers to door-to-door on their block to promote the survey. Special at-
tention was also given to reaching out to the smaller racial and ethnic groups in the neighborhood
that may traditionally be underrepresented in neighborhood planning. Given a sizeable number
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of immigrant and non-English speaking residents in the neighborhood, special effort was made
to contact and make the survey available to these individuals. Indeed, 16% of the neighborhood
population is foreign born and 25% speak a language other than English at home. Working with
representatives of Minneapolis Neighborhood and Community Relations, it was decided that the
most expedient strategy, given time constraints, was to include a bolded statement in the cover
letter that accompanied the survey, giving instructions in Somali and Spanish if the reader desired
assistance translating and completing the survey in one of those two languages. Door knocking
was also undertaken with the assistance of native speakers of languages other English.
4 Survey Design and Administration
4.1 Instrument Design and Pilot Testing
The first step in designing the survey instrument was scouring a diverse set of resources for exam-
ples of other neighborhood surveys used for planning purposes. The Center for Urban and Regional
Affairs (CURA) at the University of Minnesota provides a database of past projects which was uti-
lized. Other resources included examples of small area plans provided on the City of Minneapo-
lis”s website and Google searches using the terms “neighborhood,” “survey,” and “master plan” in
various combinations until the search was exhaustive and no new results were found. From these
resources and an initial list of possible questions specific to the neighborhood, a pilot survey was
drafted. Next, a small group from SAENA met to discuss the initial survey draft, which was sub-
sequently edited based on feedback. The survey draft was then distributed to the full Master Plan
Steering Committee as well as to several people in the neighborhood and other organizations that
offered to provide feedback on the pilot survey. Approximately four people pre-tested the survey.
Before the survey was finalized, the full Steering Committee met and discussed their feedback as
well as feedback from the pre-test group.
4.1.1 Survey Implementation
The survey was available in three modes: mail (sent to residential addresses), online, and in-
person (on one occasion). All three modes involved the same written survey. Before the survey
was sent to residents, a postcard announcing the survey was sent out to each household. A copy
of the postcard can be found in Appendix C. Additionally, the survey was promoted in the St.
Anthony East newsletter and via their email list. A printed version of the resident survey was
mailed out to all 1054 households on the St. Anthony East mailing list along with a postage paid
envelope. The link for online completion was advertised in the cover letter of the mail survey,
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Figure 2: Ratings of Neighborhood
in the neighborhood”s newsletter, in several email blasts and on the neighborhood association”s
website. On one occasion at a neighborhood event, the paper survey was made available.
4.1.2 Response Rate
Overall, 290 resident surveys were returned, which makes the response rate 27.6%. Of the sur-
veys that were mailed, 210 were returned. An additional 45 people completed the survey online
and another 36 completed the survey in-person. This response rate, while low, is consistent with
responses rates for national telephone surveys and higher than that of many mail surveys.
5 Findings
5.1 Neighborhood Rating
5.1.1 Overall
St. Anthony East is predominantly rated by its residents as either an “excellent” or “good” place to
live. About 20% of respondents gave the neighborhood an “excellent” rating and about 60% gave
the neighborhood a rating of “good.” This means that 80% of respondents ranked the neighborhood
within the top two (of five possible) categories. Another 12% rated the neighborhood as “average”
and, of the remainder, 6% thought the neighborhood was “fair,” less than 1% gave a “poor” rating
and about 1% were “not sure.”
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Aspect Median Rating
Parks and Open Spaces Good
Number of Businesses Good
Parking Good
Availability of medical/dental services Average
Amount of Street Lighting Average
SAEN Events Average
Sense of community involvement Average
Proximity of essential goods and services Good
Appearance and condition of residential property Average
Neighborhood Safety Good
Table 1: Median ratings of neighborhood features
5.1.2 Specific Features
Residents were also asked to rate certain aspects of the neighborhood including parks and open
spaces, businesses, parking, medical/dental services, safety, street lighting, community events/involvement,
proximity of goods/services, and appearance of residential property. Like the overall neighborhood
rating question, the five-point scale for these questions was from “Excellent” to “Poor” (in addition
to a “Not Sure” category).
Clear assets of the neighborhood are its parks and open spaces, as well as its proximity to
essential goods and services. Categories where there was uncertainty about the quality of the
neighborhood were availability of medical/dental services and the quality of community events.
There was no single category that can be pointed to as being rated poorly by the majority of
respondents. However, the amount of street lighting in the neighborhood is the one category that,
when combining fair and poor ratings, received more than 25% of total responses. Table 1 shows
the median rating for all aspects of the neighborhood. For a more detailed breakdown of responses
for each aspect, see Appendix A.
5.1.3 Types of Improvements
Residents were asked to choose up to five types of improvements they would like to see either
in or close to the neighborhood. Improvements to current neighborhood parks and more street
lighting were the only two categories to receive over 50% of respondent votes. The least favored
improvement was more housing. About 30% of people mentioned their own improvement, details
of which can be found in Appendix C. Themes that emerged from people writing in their own
improvement were: general upkeep (16 comments), safety (13 comments), and a dog park (9
comments).
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Housing Type More No Change Less No Response
Single family 56.6 33.8 4.5 5.2
Townhomes 28.6 43.5 17.6 10.3
Duplex/Multi-family 19.3 44.5 25.9 10.3
Apartments 15.5 34.1 41.7 8.6
Condo 29.0 43.1 17.2 10.7
Table 2: Preferences for Different Housing Types
5.1.4 Priorities
It should be noted that 32% of people did not answer this question about priorities for improve-
ment. Appendix A provides the distribution of their answers. Needless to say there was no one
category that people overwhelmingly chose for improvement. The only category to get above 20%
of votes was “more street lighting.” People who responded to the survey in-person were less likely
to answer this question, whereas almost all of the people who responded online answered this
question. Additionally, whites and owners were more likely to respond to this question than those
in all other race categories and renters.
5.2 Housing
Residents were asked about the types of housing they would like to see in the neighborhood. The
survey asked specifically about the amount of single-family homes, townhomes, duplex/multifamily
homes, apartments, and condominiums. Table 2 shows the detailed response breakdown by hous-
ing type. The two notable categories here are over half of people indicating they want more single
family housing and the 41% of people indicating they want less apartments. A breakdown of these
results by owner/renter status can be found in Table 3 in Appendix A. This table shows that there
are differences in housing preference type by owner/renter status. A majority of owners were in
favor of more single family homes and expressed a desire for fewer apartments, which drove the
overall percentages noted above. For all types of housing, a plurality of renters consistently voted
for the “no change” category indicating that they were more content than owners with the cur-
rent neighborhood configuration of some housing types. The breakdown for townhomes was the
same for renters as it was for owners. While owners tended to favor “no change” and “less” du-
plex/multifamily housing, renters tended to favor “no change” and “more.” Owners leaned toward
“no change” and “more” for condos while renters leaned toward “no change” and “less.” It is also
worth noting that renters as a group were somewhat less likely to respond to this particular set of
questions.
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Housing Type Preference Owner/Renter
Single Family
Owner Renter
More 65.0 46.0
No Change 28.7 41.1
Less 4.5 4.84
No Response 1.9 8.1
Duplex/Multifamily
Owner Renter
More 11.5 29.0
No Change 45.2 43.6
Less 36.3 13.7
No Response 7.0 13.7
Townhomes
Owner Renter
More 28.0 29.0
No Change 43.3 44.4
Less 20.4 14.5
No Response 8.3 12.1
Apartments
Owner Renter
More 5.7 29.0
No Change 28.7 41.1
Less 60.5 17.7
No Response 5.1 12.1
Condos
Owner Renter
More 38.9 17.7
No Change 42.0 45.1
Less 12.7 21.8
No Response 6.4 15.3
Table 3: Preferences for Residential Development by Owner/Renter Status
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Figure 3: Preferences for Different Business Types
5.3 Density
In addition to asking residents about their preferences for types of housing units, the survey also
asked them to think about the question of housing density. When asked (on a five-point scale)
whether they supported or opposed higher density development, about 40% of neighborhood resi-
dents said they opposed higher density development in single family residential areas (combining
the “somewhat” and “strongly” oppose categories), while 30% were neutral and 30% are support-
ive (again, combining the “somewhat” and “strongly” support categories). Of all measures, zero
lot-line development was the most opposed; 62% of respondents opposed this approach to develop-
ment and 33% indicated they strongly opposed the measure. When asked about accessory dwelling
units, almost half of respondents were supportive and another 35% were neutral. Opinions about
more multifamily development were roughly equally dispersed across response categories.
When asked about requiring larger developments to include more units if some of those units
were reserved as affordable housing, responses were evenly distributed between support and oppo-
sition. There was majority support (60%) for more mixed-use areas (residential housing above re-
tail storefronts). Indeed 34% of respondents indicated strong support for this type of development.
Almost half of people somewhat or strongly supported prohibiting higher density development and
30% were neutral.
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Figure 4: Preferences for Different Park Improvements
5.4 Businesses
People were asked about the frequency with which they patronized neighborhood businesses. Most
people indicated that in the last 30 days they had visited neighborhood businesses 1 to 5 times
(38%) or 6 to 10 times (20%). More people (14%) indicated they did not patronize any neighbor-
hood business than indicated they were heavy users (20+ days in the last month) of neighborhood
businesses (9%).
Residents were asked what types of businesses they would like to see in the neighborhood
(see Figure 3. Four types of businesses were selected by at least 50% of respondents. Notably,
an overwhelming majority of residents (69%) indicated that they would like a deli/bakery option
in the neighborhood. A grocery store or coffee shop tied at 55% each and sit-down restaurant
received 50% support. The least favored possible business was a fast food restaurant (14%).
5.5 Parks
5.5.1 Frequency of Use
Despite high ratings for the neighborhood”s parks, respondents reported surprisingly little use
of those parks. Asking about their use of parks in the last 30 days (roughly the middle of July
to the middle of August), most respondents had either not visited a park in the neighborhood
(24%) or had visited a park 1 to 5 times (35%). As a comparison, about the same percentage of
people had not visited a park outside the neighborhood (30%), either. Similarly, about the same
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Figure 5: Expected Use of Streetcar by Current Transit Use
percentage reported visiting a park outside the neighborhood 1 to 5 times; 37%. When asked about
Community Commons Park specifically, 46% had not been there in the last 30 days and a quarter
of neighborhood residents indicated they were not even familiar with the park (26%). People
identified St. Anthony Park (43%) as their most frequently visited park, followed by Logan Park
(17%).
5.5.2 Improvements
Residents were asked to identify what additional features or services they would use in neighbor-
hood parks (see Figure 4. While none of the improvements achieved above 50% support, several
received between 40 and 45%. Those improvements were additions of grilling equipment, the
creation of dog park, and construction of a park pavilion. About 30% of people filled out the
“other” category with their own response. The themes identified from this write-in category were a
pool, walking/bicycle paths, and upkeep/landscaping. Verbatim comments and their corresponding
themes can be found in Appendix D.
5.6 Public Transit
The vast majority of people in the neighborhood reported using public transit at some frequency.
About 20% reported that they are daily users of public transit and 20% report never using public
transit.
5.6.1 Streetcar
When asked about possible use of a streetcar line on Central Ave, 40% of respondents said they
may use this mode of transportation either somewhat or very frequently. 30% indicated they would
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Stop Location Count
Spring 122
Broadway 45
Nowhere 17
Not Sure 16
7th 14
Table 4: Preferences for Streetcar Stop Location
occasionally use this mode of transit and only 20% combined indicated they would either never or
rarely use this mode. Figure 5 shows intended use by type of transit rider. Current transit regulars
show strong support for use of a streetcar line and of less frequent transit riders some indicate they
would somewhat or very frequently use the streetcar line.
The questionnaire also asked residents to identify the best place along Central Ave. for a
streetcar stop. Many answers were given to this question, but Table 4 summarizes the top answers.
5.7 Vacant Land
SAENA was interested to know what residents thought would be the best use of vacant lots in the
neighborhood. When asked about the single best use for a vacant lot, new residential property
won a plurality of votes (41%). The next most popular response was development of green space
(26%).
5.7.1 Webster School
When asked what they thought should happen were the Webster School building, should it be-
come vacant, more than 50% of respondents thought either an early childhood center (53%) or a
community center (65%) would be an acceptable use of this space. A charter school or use for
medical/therapeutic services each garnered 40% support. A breakdown by different resident types
is provided in Table 5, so variation in answers can be seen. It should be noted that older renters
were less likely to respond to this question and therefore there is more uncertainty in their answers.
(An explanation of the resident types is provided next.)
5.8 Resident Types
It may be helpful to examine specific questions on the survey and their relationship to specific
resident types to ascertain if all residents have the same vision for the future of St. Anthony East
or if the vision differs by certain characteristics. Residents were split into four categories: younger
renter, younger owner, older renter, and older owner. Younger was considered using the “age”
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ECFE Community
Center
Business Charter
School
Housing Medical
Older Owners 56.6 61.6 47.5 34.3 30.3 38.4
Older Renters 33.9 66.1 23.2 28.6 30.4 53.6
Younger Owners 63.0 68.5 42.6 63.0 18.5 35.2
Younger Renters 64.4 76.3 23.7 49.2 22.0 39.0
Table 5: Preferred Use of Webster School by Resident Type
variable and was up to age 39. Older was considered ages 40 and over. Owner or renter was
determined using the own or rent variable on the survey. There was not enough data in the sample
of the non-white population to use this as a differentiating variable. However, being of a race other
than white was correlated with being a renter.
Looking at the question of theoretical streetcar use by neighborhood residents, some patterns
appear based on certain characteristics (see Table 6. As a group older owners were less likely to
say that they would “very frequently” use the streetcar. Younger renters as a group were the most
likely to say they would “very frequently” use this type of transportation. It was also notable that
18% of younger owners said they would “never” use the streetcar, which is 3 percentage points
above the responses from older owners for this same category. It should also be noted that renters
as a group were less likely to respond to this question.
Looking at support for certain types of development in the neighborhood also reveal patterns
by resident type. See Appendix A for detailed tables. Half of older owners oppose higher den-
sity development in single family residential areas while almost half of older renters support this
measure. People in the younger category are fairly evenly distributed in their support. Zero lot
line development is opposed by most everyone. People in the renters category had slightly more
support for this measure, but the highest amount of support only reached 30% (from older renters).
People were either supportive or neutral regarding of accessory units. Renters as a group were
more supportive (over 50%), owners were only slightly less supportive. Support for multi-family
units was again split along an owner/renter dimension. Renters were more likely to support this
measure and owners were more likely to oppose it. Support for affordable units was variable across
resident type. Half of older owners opposed this measure, while half of older renters supported it.
A little less than half of younger owners opposed this measure, while younger renters were neutral
on the issue. Over half of each resident type, except older owners, supported mixed-use devel-
opment. 47% of older owners supported mixed-use, while all other groups were at least 65%
supportive. Older owners were more likely to support prohibiting higher density development,
but younger owners and younger renters were not far behind. Older renters were approximately
equally distributed in their support.
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Very Somewhat Occasionally Rarely Never Not No
Frequently Frequently Sure Response
Older Owners 11.9 17.8 26.7 22.8 15.8 5.0 0.0
Older Renters 25.7 21.6 21.6 5.4 8.1 8.1 9.5
Younger Owners 26.8 21.4 25.0 7.1 17.9 1.8 0.0
Younger Renters 32.2 16.9 32.2 10.2 0.0 3.4 5.1
Table 6: Expected Use of Streetcar by Resident Type
5.8.1 Open Ended Questions
At the end of the survey, respondents were asked four open-ended questions about changes they
would like to see (or not see) in the neighborhood. On average for this set of questions, a higher
proportion of those that self-identified as white, owners, and those that were slightly younger
answered this set of questions. Across this set of questions respondents both reiterated themes
already covered in the survey as well as generating new themes. There was also variety in the
length of response. Some people wrote no more than a few words and emphasized choices pre-
viously expressed. For example, dog park was listed as an additional feature people might like
to see in neighborhood parks. Many people then chose to reiterate this option in the open ended
questions. Others used to this space to be more detailed about a choice they expressed in the sur-
vey. For example, one person indicated they would like to see more “historic” street lighting. The
third overarching type of comment was related indirectly to subject matter from the survey. For
example, some people mentioned pedestrian and bicycle improvements for the neighborhood. A
short summary of the themes that came out in the survey is provided below and a detailed listing
of themes and representative comments for those themes can be found in Appendix B.
Major themes from the first free response question, about changes perceived as positive, were
about businesses, a dog park, clean-up/rehab, housing, and street lighting. Comments about busi-
nesses were either related to current businesses or future business. When commenting about cur-
rent business, people mentioned fewer bars and liquor stores would be an improvement. Comments
about potential business in the neighborhood were focused on the addition of a grocery store and
other food related businesses (for example: coffee shop, restaurant). People used the terms “small”
and “local” to describe these businesses. Ten people specifically mentioned the addition of a dog
park to the neighborhood. There were multiple comments related to the need for clean-up or rehab
of current property, green spaces and structures alike were mentioned. There were many com-
ments about housing, most of them centered on the elimination or reduction of low income, also
referred to by respondents as section 8, housing in the neighborhood. An additional desire for
fewer rental units was also expressed. There were also comments about ownership and a desire for
more units to be owner occupied. Lighting was also a theme and 19 people expressed support for
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more lighting.
When asked the second question, about a change that would negatively impact the neighbor-
hood, major themes that came out of responses were related to businesses, development, and hous-
ing. Again people emphasized that they would consider additional bars in the neighborhood a
negative development. Additionally, fast food and chain stores were considered undesirable types
of businesses. A number of people also indicated that they thought higher density development
was undesirable. A large proportion of comments were about housing, which again expressed that
more low income and rental types of housing were undesirable. Additionally, some expressed that
more condos, townhomes, high-rise type buildings, and multifamily housing were undesirable as
well.
For the third question asking about what should never change in the neighborhood, the ma-
jor themes were green, character, community, and business. The majority of comments were in
appreciation of the neighborhood’s parks and green spaces and how those should never disap-
pear. Another series of comments were related to the character of the neighborhood and how it
should not change. Another group of people made comments about the attributes of the commu-
nity they appreciate. For example, diversity and neighbors knowing neighbors were examples of
the community theme. A number of people expressed appreciation of the current businesses in the
neighborhood.
Finally, the themes that came out of the last “needs to change” question were businesses, prop-
erty maintenance, safety, and lighting. The most frequent comment about businesses was that
fewer bars were necessary. Better property maintenance was also another theme; residents thought
that some properties were in poor condition and needed to be better maintained by homeowners,
landlords, or building owners. There were multiple comments related to safety and specifically to
crime in the neighborhood. Many people were non-specific and just referred to the general crime
rate, but some people mentioned specific types of crime. A few comments were also related to
the desire for increased police presence. Lighting was the last theme for this question; the vast
majority of people simply requested more lighting. Some people linked improved or more lighting
to an improvement in safety.
5.8.2 Respondent Demographics
Respondent demographics are important to understand how representative respondents are of the
actual neighborhood. Despite broadly distributing the survey, it is possible that respondents were
atypical of the residents in the neighborhood. While the overall response rate is somewhat impor-
tant, comparability of the sample to the neighborhood”s population is the best way to ensure that
the responses described above reflect the wishes of the neighborhood as a whole.
In this case, survey respondent characteristics were compared to demographics of interest from
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the 2010 US Census using census tract 1031 (which is the St. Anthony East neighborhood). Me-
dian age in the neighborhood according to the Census was 33. The median age in the sample is
45. A more detailed age breakdown also confirms that people in older age categories are overrep-
resented in the sample. Similarly, females are overrepresented and males underrepresented, which
is consistent with general trends whereby females respond to surveys at higher rates than males.
Race/ethnicity was also considered and the survey sample was found to underrepresent the group
the Census labels as Hispanic. The sample overrepresented whites an underrepresented all other
races, although the underrepresentation isn’t drastic. Despite differing somewhat from the neigh-
borhood demographics, no single demographic group stood out as being completely absent from
the survey respondents.
People who completed the survey at the in-person event were more likely to be of a race other
than white and were also more likely to be renters.
Geography was also a considered in the sample. Some streets and blocks had higher response
rates than others. At the low end only 10% of people from a given street responded and at the high
end 30% of people responded. Doing any analysis with this geographic information may prove
difficult or inaccurate because not enough people responded from each block/street area.
6 Business Survey
A business survey was developed in coordination with the Master Plan Steering Committee to
deliver to the eight businesses in the neighborhood. These surveys were hand-delivered and one
business of the eight refused participation. The business survey instrument can be found in Ap-
pendix E. Only three businesses returned the survey. Therefore, a short summary will be provided.
All businesses indicated that most of their customers get to their business using cars. At the low
end it was estimated that 15%–60% of customers come from the neighborhood. Only one business
indicated they did not have enough off-street parking for employees and customers. All three chose
additional retail stores as a priority for improvement. Two out of three businesses said they would
like to see grocery, deli/bakery, boutiques/specialty stores, or an art gallery in the neighborhood.
When asked what assistance would make their business more successful all three businesses
agreed that neighborhood beautification and improved public transportation in the area would be
beneficial. When asked about the Webster School building, all three businesses agreed that a
community center would be an acceptable use of the property. Two of the three indicated that
they their current location does not accommodate the growth they seek in their business. While all
businesses were aware that the neighborhood association exists, two of the three had not interacted
with the association. The percentage of employees that live in the neighborhood ranged from
20%–60%.
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7 Recommendations
The survey provided a solid foundation from which to explore more in-depth residents’ vision of
the future of St. Anthony East. A few questions on the survey asked about resident perceptions
of high-density development and specific types of density development. While these results were
reported earlier in the report, it is not clear what definition of high-density people were using
or if they had a certain conception of high-density they were using when they answered these
questions. It may be helpful to get a focus group of residents together to further explore peoples’
conceptions of high-density. More lighting was also an overarching theme and might be worth
probing neighborhood residents further on this point. The survey did not ask if residents would be
willing to pay for this type of improvement, only if they thought it was desirable or necessary to
have more lighting in the neighborhood. The addition of a dog park to the neighborhood was also
an overarching theme that might be explored. It was one of the most chosen additional features to
neighborhood parks and was mentioned repeatedly in open-ended questions. Again, the trade-offs
of having a dog park were not asked about in the survey, so this may be another topic on which
more specific resident feedback is warranted.
An interesting aspect of the survey was that the median rating of overall neighborhood safety
was “good,” but many people made comments in the free response section about “petty crime”
specifically being something in the neighborhood that needed to change. St. Anthony East is an
urban neighborhood and therefore it might be advantageous to talk to residents to further flush out
what they think the relationship between safety and crime is and how the neighborhood could feel
safer while also discouraging petty crime. Additionally, one theme that came out in the open-ended
comments that was not asked about in-depth on the survey was general property maintenance and
upkeep. This could also be explored in more detail with residents. One last recommendation,
which SAENA has already indicated will be pursued, is developing relationships with neighbor-
hood businesses and doing focus groups to involve them in the Master Planning process.
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A Survey Toplines
Rating of Neighboorhood Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not Sure
Neighborhood Overall 18.6 57.6 12.4 6.2 0.7 1.0
Parks 26.2 52.4 13.1 5.2 1 0.7
Businesses 13.8 39.7 23.5 14.5 4.8 2.8
Parking 16.6 39.7 24.8 11.0 3.8 2.8
Medical/dental 8.3 24.1 28.3 13.1 5.5 19.3
Lighting 5.9 35.9 28.6 15.9 11.0 1.7
Neighborhood Events 9.7 33.8 26.6 8.6 1.4 17.9
Community Involvement 5.9 31.7 28.6 13.1 6.6 12.4
Proximity goods/services 19.7 43.5 21.0 10.0 2.8 2.1
Appearance property 5.5 40.3 31.4 16.6 3.8 0.3
Safety 5.5 44.1 32.4 12.4 3.8 0.7
Neighborhood Improvements Survey %
More parks and green space 32.7
Improvements to current neighborhood parks 53.2
Additional retail stores 48.2
Additional restaurants 46.0
Medical/dental services 23.0
More housing 12.6
Noise reduction 38.5
More street lighting 52.9
Other (See next table for details) 29.5
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Theme Comment
Bike and pedestrian improvements (4)
Bike and pedestrian friendly streets and sidewalks.
Bike lanes
more bicycle lanes and signage and streetcar
redo bike trails on 3rd ave.
Business (6)
Less bars, concentrated in 3 blk area
Less High Rise Apt. bldgs, less bars
More grocery stores
More workout facilities
Much bigger bookstores and library
Second hand stores and Ma and Pa businesses
Development Loans (3)
Given the economy, attracting additional small retail stores will be dif-
ficult. Small development loans from the community( ¡$100) may help
attract entreprenures. As for noise reduction, this area is urban residental
with no further changes possible.
Help with home improvements
home improvement (grants and loans)
Dog Park (9) Dog Park
Food (2) A Denny’s or Wendy’s restaurantBakery and good independent coffee shop
Housing (6)
Less High Rise Apt. bldgs, less bars
Less Public Housing
More homeowners and less renters
Reduction of rental property
Single family housing, less rentals
way to much sect. 8 housing ruining my neighborhood, my tax money
paying for their irresponsible behavior irks me
Miscellaneous (6)
Lake/pond
Less street lights
place for teenagers; a community center
Recreation Center
School availability
Celebrity appearances
Parking (5)
better parking
Free parking
Parking
Parking for Retail; Security/Safety
parking restrictions at Van Buren and Spring
Petty Crime (3)
Bicycle theft prevention
Less crime-break ins , vandalism, more police presence
Repaired roads, less crime, more police presence
Streetcar (2) Streetcar
Continued on next page
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Theme Comment
Safety (13)
gangster trash strolling streets
increased security between RR fence and residential areas
Neighborhood safety
Parking for Retail; Security/Safety
police patrols at bar closing time
reduction of riff raff
Repaired roads, less crime, more police presence
Safety (5)
Safety/police presence
Status Quo (1) No need for improvements
Traffic (5)
better street signs on 7th St. NE
Speed Bumps
speed deterrants
Traffic (speeding)
Traffic calming on Broadway
Upkeep (16)
Better upkeep of properties
Cleaner alley ways
Cleaner alleys
garbage in street
graffiti clean-up
Housing Improvements
Housing Improvements (maintained lawns, chipping paint, broken fenc-
ing, etc); alley improvement - trim neat alleys
improve housing (current structures)
Improved houses/yards
improved upkeep of properties/yards
Improvement to residential property
improvements to existing properties
paint rusty poles (etc street lights)
Property improvements,standards
Repaired roads, less crime, more police presence
trashy properties cleaned up
Vacancies (4)
add the vacant lot across the street to the park and add trees. since the
house was demolished the noise is unbearable.
Find tenants for empty retail/commercial space
More events; not as many empty buildings
not necessarily more housing, but use the housing that is vacated.
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Neighborhood Priorities Survey %
More Street Lighting 23.6
Improvements to current neighborhood parks 16.6
Noise Reduction 15.1
Additional retail stores 7.0
Additional restaurants 6.5
More parks and green space 6.0
Medical/dental services 4.5
More housing 3.0
No need for improvements 0.5
Other (See next table for details) 17.1
Other Priority
additional restaurants of more variety (lots of good pub food already)
Additional retail
Alley Improvement
Bakery and good independent coffee shop
Bike lanes
Cleaner alley ways
Dog Park (4)
Dog park behind webster hill
graffiti clean-up
Housing Improvements
Improve housing (current structures)
Improved houses/yards
Lake/pond
Less crime (car break-ins) vandalism, more police presence
Less Public Housing
More grocery stores
Much bigger bookstores and library
Parking
Police presence
Property improvements,standards
Reduction of rental property
Repaired roads, less crime, more police presence
Safe space for Children?, or street lights
Safety (5)
School availability
Second hand stores and Ma and Pa businesses
speed deterrants
trashy properties cleaned up
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Days Goods/Services Purchased in Neighborhood Survey %
None 13.8
1 to 5 38.3
6 to 10 20.0
11 to 20 13.5
More than 20 8.6
No Response 5.9
Desired New Business Survey %
Grocery 55.6
Coffee Shop 55.6
Medical clinic 23.8
Sit down restaurant 50.5
Fast food 14.4
Deli/bakery 69.0
Boutiques/specialty store 31.8
Art gallery 23.8
Other Business (See next table for details) 11.9
Other Business
Nail salon/tan salon
Dairy Queen
Gym
Auto parts
Gym
Hardware store
Less expensive grocery store
Fitness
Bars
anything to take up all the boarded buildings on my street, or central ave
MMD
a theater movie/concert anything arts related
Medical/therapeutic services
None as this area is sort of family oriented
Arcade - roller skating
No need for change
Puerto Rico restaurant
Hardware store
A big bookstore
Donut Shop
Arts centers theaters
tenants for empty retail/commercial space
Book store
Corner Stores in Neighborhood
Hardware store
Smaller versions of Target so that residents can walk to get basics without having to drive to the suburbs for
them. Also, the area could use more retail and services. ethnic foods
Workout studio with childcare
Hardware store Auto repair shop Barber
A CO-OP Grocery Store
Ice Cream Shop!
NO (conventional) Fast food
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Parks
Park Use None 1 to 5 6 to 10 11 to 20 More than 20 No Response Not Familiar
Parks in Neighborhood 24.5 35.5 13.1 8.6 13.5 4.8 N/A
Parks not Neighborhood 30.7 37.9 15.2 3.8 5.9 6.6 N/A
Community Commons Park 46.2 14.5 3.5 2.4 2.8 4.5 26.2
Most Frequently Visited Park Survey %
St Anthony 42.8
Logan 17.2
Community Commons 7.9
Other 8.3
Multiple 7.2
None 0.3
No Response 16.2
Improvement Survey %
Grilling equipment 45.4
Dog park 44.1
Athletic fields 16.3
Tennis courts 21.6
Basketball court 14.1
Playground equipment 26.4
Pavilion 41.0
Other (See next table for details) 20.7
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Other Park Improvements
Restroom (5)
Restroom
Accessible restroom
Bathrooms
Toilets
Year round restrooms
Pool (10)
Pool (3)
Wading pool (2)
Swimming pool (2)
Pool over six feet
kids pool
Water parks
Walking/bicycle paths (7)
Walking paths (2)
Walking/bicycle paths
more/varied walking trails
Trails
improved natural green space. native plant garden with walking paths and meditation area.
could be added to empty space by community garden
nice benches, nice walking/biking paths that connect into other trail systems, better land-
scaping would be nice
Upkeep/landscaping (2)
Mainucured green space
Better upkeep of St. Anthony Park. No pride. Grass is terrible. Trees planted then not
watered
Seating (4)
table’s and seat’s St. Anthony Park
Picnic tables with groups
nice benches, nice walking/biking paths that connect into other trail systems, better land-
scaping would be nice
Improved sitting
Gardens (3)
flower/vegetable gardens
improved natural green space. native plant garden with walking paths and meditation area.
could be added to empty space by community garden
Community Garden
Other recreation (4)
Horseshoe Pits
Motorsports
Fishing ponds (Big)
Ultimate Frisbee
Ice rink (2)
Softball field (2)
Miscellaneous
Water fountain (3)
Water pumps, roofed shelter, fire pits
park supervision at bigger parks (off duty cop)
Dog pooping bag containers
just enjoying the green space
Wildlife habitat
Ice cream truck
green space
sand and swing
nature center
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Development Priorities
Preferences for Housing Types More No Change Less No Response
Single family 56.6 33.8 4.5 5.2
Townhomes 28.6 43.5 17.6 10.3
Duplex/Multi-family 19.3 44.5 25.9 10.3
Apartments 15.5 34.1 41.7 8.6
Condo 29.0 43.1 17.2 10.7
Development Proposal Strongly Somewhat Neither Support Somewhat Strongly
Support Support nor Oppose Oppose Oppose
High density development in single
family residential areas
14.1 16.0 29.0 22.0 17.5
Zero lot-line development 6.0 9.3 21.2 29 33.1
Accessory dwelling units 14.9 32.0 34.2 8.2 9.0
More multi-family developments 12.3 20.8 25.7 22.3 17.1
Larger developments to include more
units if some are affordable
14.1 18.2 29.8 17.8 17.5
More mixed-use 25.0 34.2 26.4 7.8 5.6
Prohibit high density development 22.7 22.3 28.6 10.8 11.9
Best Use of Vacant Lots Survey %
New business 14.5
Green Space 26.4
New Residential Property 41.6
Multiple 8.6
Something else (See next table for details) 8.2
No Response 8.6
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Other Use of Vacant Lots
Depends on the lot
Tie land property business resid, and open/view?
Depends on the lot. All of these are important - no one best use.
Park
Dog Park
Depends on location
Depends on the location - all of the above
Gardens
increase the lot size of the adjacent property owners
Grocery Store
Boys and Girls Club
Community Center
Depends on the location of the lot
Dog Park
Depends on where vacant lot is located
garden plots
Neighboring owner to purchase for garden
Community Food Garden
best use for the one who buys it
A barber shop
Community garden
depends on lot size
Mixed use
Parking
Allow other residents to garden the space, raise chickens, beekeep, etc. Also, allow those who
purchase the property to build creatively, for example, homes out of shipping containers, geodesic
homes, earthen homes, etc.
Business Broadway & Monroe, any other street residential.
depends on where it is in the neighborhood.
That depends on what else is around it
New Business or Community Garden
Community garden, urban farming or play ground
Development of all of new business or new residential property depending on the location.
across from 622 vanburen there was a house demolished. the sound from the sand blasting business
is unbearable. I would like to see this lot turned into the park land(it boarders it) or a house built on
the property.
it depends upon where the lot is. Sometimes I would like it to remain green (corner of a residen-
tial intersection). Sometimes it might make sense to have a retail development/residential mixed
property (e.g., along Broadway). For item 16, my answers might also be “it depends”
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Use of Webster School Building
Webster Use Survey %
Early childhood center 52.7
Community center 64.5
Private businesses 34.8
Charter School 40.5
Residential housing 25.1
Medical/therapeutic services 39.4
Other (See next table for details) 8.6
Other Use of Webster School
Handicap School
Small business, shops, restraunt
Gov. social, serv.
Gym and fitness classes
Winter athletic facility
Nutritional store/herbal supp store
Recording studio
Health Club
Expensive condos/townhouses
Garden
coffee shop/ice cream parlor storefront
private- non-profit service (catholic charities)
Business owned by disabled person! Ideas - yes
Green land leave it alone stop building or dog park
Expand St. Anthony Park
Brownstones
YMCA or YWCA
little mall with specialty shops/coffee shop, etc
More park!
Sell it to private developer; housing and ma and pa store combo
Retail, yoga and fitness studios, office space. The green space (and get rid of the hill of chunks of
concrete) could be a stop for bicyclists to fill tires get a cup of coffee. Put up a pavilion or permanent
canopies for a farmers market.
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Public Transit
Public Transit Use Survey %
Frequency Never 20.7
Occasionally, but less than once a
month
32.8
Several times a month, but less than
once a week
11.7
1 to 3 times a week 10.0
Daily or most days of the week 21.0
No Response 3.8
Frequency Survey %
Never 11.0
Rarely 12.8
Occasionally 26.2
Somewhat Frequently 19.3
Very Frequently 22.4
Not Sure 4.8
No Response 3.5
Streetcar Stop Locations
Spring (92))
Broadway (24)
Nowhere (17)
Not Sure (16)
Spring or Broadway (10)
7th (5)
Spring or 7th (5)
University (5)
3rd (4)
Lowry (3)
Spring or Monroe (3)
Summer (3)
14th St (2)
5th (2)
Broadway or 7th (2)
Broadway or Hennepin (2)
Lush (2)
On Central (2)
Spring or Summer (2)
Spring, Broadway or 7th (2)
VanBuren (2)
18th (1)
3rd (1)
3rd or by former Banks Bldg. (1)
Broadway or Lowry (1)
Broadway or Monroe (1)
Existing bus stops (1)
Hennepin or 1st (1)
In front of White Castle (1)
Major intersections (1)
Not Hennepin and Central (1)
Spring (1)
Spring or 3rd (1)
Spring or 5th (1)
Spring or Hennepin (1)
Spring or University (1)
Spring, Broadway or 3rd (1)
Spring, Broadway or Summer (1)
Spring, Broadway or University (1)
Statue garden (1)
Vegas (1)
Washington (1)
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Neighborhood Demographics
Events Attended Survey %
None 42.4
1 to 3 42.4
3 to 5 7.6
More than 5 3.1
No response 4.5
Years Lived in Neighborhood Survey %
Less than one 11.7
1-3 18.6
4-10 28.6
More than 10, but less than life 32.1
Entire life 6.2
No response 2.8
Years to Stay in Neighborhood Survey %
0-2 11
3-5 21.4
6-10 16.9
More than 10 43.1
Unknown 1.7
No Response 5.5
Type of Residence Survey %
Single family home 31.7
Duplex 22.4
Triplex/Fourplex 4.1
Townhome 7.2
Condominium 7.2
Building with 2-4 apartments 2.8
Building with 5-12 apartments 3.1
Building with 13-20 apartments 2.8
Building with more than 20 apartments 15.2
Own/Rent Survey % Census %
Own 54.1 37
Rent 42.8 62
Other 1 N/A
No response 2.1 N/A
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Gender Survey % Census %
Male 42.1 54.2
Female 52.1 45.8
Other 1.7 N/A
No Response 4.1 N/A
Age Survey % Census %
10 to 19 1.1 5.9
20 to 29 18.6 27.6
30 to 39 22.3 16.5
40 to 49 14.2 11.3
50 to 59 20.1 14.1
60 to 69 17.2 8.9
70 to 79 2.9 3.6
80 and over 3.7 3.5
Hispanic Survey % Census %
Yes 3.5 10.8
No 91.4 89.2
No response 5.2 N/A
Race Survey % Census %
African 1.7 N/A
African American or Black 7.9 13.6
American Indian or AK Native 0.3 2.3
Asian 2.1 2.8
Mixed (More than one) 3.1 5.1
White 76.9 70.9
Other 2.4 5.3
No response 5.5 N/A
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Block Street Actual HH HH in Sample Response Rate
500 3rd 9 2 22%
600 3rd 20 6 30%
700 3rd 40 6 15%
800 3rd 12 0 0%
900 3rd 12 0 0%
All 3rd 93 20 22%
200 All 5th 21 5 24%
200 All 6th 10 1 10%
200 All 7th 30 9 30%
600 Adams 41 9 22%
700 Adams 21 3 14%
All Adams 62 14 23%
600 Broadway 6 0 0%
700 Broadway 1 0 0%
All Broadway 7 1 14%
900 Central 34 5 15%
600 Jackson 39 11 28%
700 Jackson 41 9 22%
All Jackson 80 21 26%
600 Jefferson 41 16 39%
700 Jefferson 35 6 17%
All Jefferson 76 22 29%
Continued on next page
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Block Street Actual HH HH in Sample Response Rate
300 Madison 4 3 75%
400 Madison 34 9 26%
600 Madison 40 5 13%
700 Madison 31 8 26%
All Madison 109 25 23%
300 Monroe 29 2 7%
600 Monroe 46 6 13%
700 Monroe 32 5 16%
All Monroe 107 16 15%
300 Quincy 16 0 0%
600 Quincy 36 4 11%
700 Quincy 27 3 11%
All Quincy 79 8 10%
600 Spring 7 1 14%
700 Spring 12 0 0%
800 Spring 220 20 9%
All Spring 239 25 10%
500 Summer 1 0 0%
600 Summer 19 3 16%
700 Summer 4 3 75%
800 Summer 12 1 8%
All Summer 36 7 19%
600 VanBuren 33 13 39%
700 VanBuren 31 5 16%
All VanBuren 64 19 30%
600 Washington 17 4 24%
700 Washington 24 2 8%
All Washington 41 6 15%
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Development Preferences by Resident Type
More homes per acre Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 26.3 21.1 52.6
Older Renters 46.0 30.2 23.8
Younger Owners 27.5 31.4 41.2
Younger Renters 23.2 41.1 35.7
Zero Lot Line Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 9.4 18.8 71.9
Older Renters 30.6 25.8 43.5
Younger Owners 9.8 21.6 68.6
Younger Renters 14.3 21.4 64.3
Accessory Units Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 37.2 33.0 29.8
Older Renters 56.5 30.6 12.9
Younger Owners 48.1 42.3 9.6
Younger Renters 55.4 35.7 8.9
Multi-family Units Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 25.3 18.9 55.8
Older Renters 45.9 26.2 27.9
Younger Owners 26.9 25.0 48.1
Younger Renters 41.1 39.3 19.6
Affordable Units Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 27.4 23.2 49.5
Older Renters 50.0 27.4 22.6
Younger Owners 24.0 30.0 46.0
Younger Renters 32.7 47.3 20.0
Mixed Use Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 47.4 30.5 22.1
Older Renters 64.5 17.7 17.7
Younger Owners 67.3 30.8 1.9
Younger Renters 68.4 26.3 5.3
Prohibit High Density Support Neutral Oppose
Older Owners 53.8 24.7 21.5
Older Renters 36.7 36.7 26.7
Younger Owners 47.1 23.5 29.4
Younger Renters 45.5 36.4 18.2
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B Summary of Survey Free Response Answers
Free Response Question One: In your opinion, what one development/change would improve
the neighborhood?
Theme: Business
Current businesses
When people mentioned current business, all comments were related to fewer bars and liquor
stores. Two comments were related to noise produced by bars and bars taking up too much
parking.
Quote for this theme: “Fewer bars would help”
Business in general
When talking about businesses, people either mentioned a specific business they thought would
be an improvement or used the words “small” or “local” to describe the type of business they saw
as an improvement. Most people mentioned a food related business (includes coffee shop and
caf), but medical services were also mentioned (minority).
Quotes for this theme: “More restaurants are always good!”
“more restaurants and local businesses”
Theme: Dog Park
10 comments related to the addition of a dog park to the neighborhood. Most people expressed
this by simply writing “dog park.”
Theme: Grocery
Ten comments specifically about a grocery store and if adjectives were used they were “small” or
“affordable”
Theme: Clean-up/rehab
Multiple comments related to improvements of existing property (both public and private)
Specifically, people used terms like “clean-up” or “rehab” Structures and green spaces alike were
included in these comments.
Quotes for this theme: “Rehab blighted business and homes”
“cleaner corners updated for attractiveness”
“residents clear up property, weeds, plant flowers”
Theme: Community
People specifically asked for a community center as a physical place for the community gather (7
comments). Under this theme people also mentioned improvements that would stem from people
themselves in the neighborhood that would contribute to a sense of community.
Quotes for this theme: “more community building on a block by block basis”
“community center!”
Theme: Development
There were also a few comments related to development in general. A few people mentioned
where, how, or by whom this development should be done. Two comments mentioned
development funds for homeowners
Quotes for this theme: How: “family friendly development”
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How: “high density”
How: “mixed use”
Where: “700 Central Ave.” (regarding redevelopment)
Where: “development of empty spaces”
By whom: “private”
“matching grants for homeowners to improve their property”
“Small loans for home improvement projects at a low interest rate”
Theme: Green
Four comments were directed at adding more community gardens to the neighborhood. Other
comments in this category reflected a desire for more green space or adding greenery to the
neighborhood.
Quotes for this theme: “plant trees”
“making things green”
“more community gardens”
Theme: Housing
Many comments revolved around housing. There were multiple comments that either wanted
elimination of low income housing or a reduction in this type of housing in the neighborhood. A
number of comments around this theme also expressed a desire for fewer rental units. Along with
this theme there were a few remarks about absentee landlords.
A sub-theme in this area was ownership. There were eight comments that mentioned more owner
occupied homes, specifically single family, but multi-family homes being owner occupied was
mentioned as well.
Quotes for this theme: “single family homes, less rentals and low income housing”
“landlords more involved with rental units”
Theme: Lighting
Lighting was a strong theme (19 comments) for this free response question. Most people simply
requested more street lighting and some people tied this street lighting to the presence of
pedestrians.
Quotes for this theme: “More street lighting - we have much more pedestrian traffic”
Theme: Pedestrian/bicycle improvements
A few people also mentioned improvements for pedestrians and bicycle traffic in the
neighborhood. Most of these comments were related to the infrastructure for these two groups.
Quotes for this theme: “keep sidewalks and bike trails updated”
Theme: Safety
Included in this theme are security and crime. There were varied comments in this theme. In
general people wanted an increase in safety/security and a decrease in crime and police presence
was mentioned three times.
Quotes for this theme: “increase safety”
“better alley security (scavengers!)”
Theme: Transportation
Public transportation improvement was mentioned a few times, mostly in terms of a streetcar line.
This could be the result of people being primed to think about the streetcar line earlier in the
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survey, which made it a salient issue when answering the open ended question. Traffic was also
mentioned a few times in varied comments.
Quotes for this theme: “speed deterrents (speed bumps)”
“one way streets”
“modern streetcar line”
Free Response Question Two: What development or change would negatively impact the
neighborhood?
Theme: Business
Residents had comments about both current businesses and future business development that may
happen in the neighborhood. Twelve people indicated they thought that additional bars in the St.
Anthony would be a negative development. A few also included the liquor store in these
comments. There were two general types of comments related to future business development.
Fast food and the addition of chain stores were thought of as negative developments in the
neighborhood.
Quotes for this theme: “More bars, also we don’t need another liquor store”
“If more corporate/fast food/chain restaurants were here”
Theme: Development
Multiple comments were made relating to development and in particular high-density
development. Ten people indicated that high-density development was undesirable. It is worth
noting that high-density development was asked about on the survey, which probably made this
issue more salient when responding to the free response questions. Others alluded to density, but
used words like “crowding” and “congestion.” A few other people referred to “public” or
“government sponsored” development as undesirable.
Quotes for this theme: “high density development/housing”
“replacing green space with high density housing”
“overcrowding”
“more government sponsored development”
Theme: Housing
Just slightly under half of comments were related to housing. Seventeen comments indicated that
adding additional apartments would have a negative impact in the neighborhood. Nine comments
expressed this same sentiment about the addition of condos. Seven comments mentioned
high-rise buildings, fourteen comments related to multifamily housing, and three comments about
townhomes. There were two types of additional comments about housing that did not describe the
physical characteristics of the housing, but described characteristics associated with different
types of housing. There were 24 comments about low income housing and 25 comments about
rentals. Only two of these total comments indicated that a decrease/displacement of low-income
residents would negatively impact the neighborhood. All other comments indicated an increase in
these types of housing would negatively impact St. Anthony East.
Quotes for this theme: “more condos and apartments the area and city is saturated”
“Any more apartment bldgs or townhouses/condo being built”
“Development of large high-rises”
“increase in affordable multi-family homes (i.e. section 8)”
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“Additional public housing. The people of the neighborhood have
been very gracious and welcoming to public housing and their
residents. Additional public housing isn’t necessary. The
neighborhood should focus on additional middle to upper
income housing so that the residents can support retail and
restaurants in the area.”
Landlords
A sub-theme about housing was the topic of landlords and in particular absentee landlords. There
were five comments about landlords and three mentioned absentee landlords specifically.
Ownership
Another sub-theme falling under the housing umbrella was home ownership. Four people
mentioned that fewer owner occupied units would hurt the neighborhood.
Other themes
Other themes included parking, people, pollution, public transit, safety, vacant property and the
Webster building.
Free Response Question Three: What is one thing that should never change in the
neighborhood?
Theme: Business
Nineteen people made comments about business. Five of these comments were related to the arts
and appreciation of the art vibe and art district. The rest of the comments were in appreciation of
current neighborhood businesses.
Quotes for this theme: “the art vibe”
“neighborhood independent businesses”
Theme: Character
Twenty-four comments were related to the character/description of the neighborhood. Six
comments related to family and the family centered environment the neighborhood provides. The
remainder of comments mentioned such characteristics as the “feel” of the neighborhood, its
residential quality, quaintness, and small town feel.
Quotes for this theme: “being family friendly”
“the neighborhood feel’
“sense of small town community”
Theme: Community
Twenty-seven comments were made relating to the theme of community. The theme of
community is different from the character theme because the former refers to specific aspects
within the community, whereas the latter refers to aspects ascribed to the
community/neighborhood as a whole. Several people mentioned they appreciate the diversity
within the neighborhood. Another set of people mentioned the “people” of the neighborhood or
“neighbors” as something they hope never changes. Events in the neighborhood were also
mentioned.
Quotes for this theme: “SAE is very diverse”
“community events”
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“neighbors knowing neighbors”
Theme: Green
By far a majority of people (52) made a comment about the green space in the neighborhood.
Most of these comments were appreciation of the neighborhood’s parks and green space. It is
clear both from earlier survey questions and free response comments that parks and green space
are clearly valued by residents.
Quotes for this theme: “There should be NO LESS green space than there already is”
Theme: Housing
People felt that historic homes in the neighborhood should be preserved and that single family
homes should remain in the neighborhood. A few additionally mentioned they appreciated the
mix of housing types that current exist. Ownership of housing was also emphasized by several
respondents.
Quotes for this theme: “the unique historic homes”
“nice mix of housing types”
“the percentage of owner occupied homes”
“number of single family homes”
Theme: Safety
Twelve people had comments related to safety. Most comments were just the single word,
“safety.”
Quotes for this theme: “it’s low crime rate - feeling safe here”
Other Themes
Some people indicated that “everything is good” or that things should “stay the same,” indicating
their preference for maintaining the status quo. Public transit, parking, walkability/bikeability,
and geography were all briefly mentioned as well.
Free Response Question Four: In your opinion, what is one thing that needs to change in the
neighborhood?
Theme: Business
A little over half of comments in this category were related to current neighborhood bars. Most
comments indicated that fewer bars would be desirable. There were additional comments about
the desire for a reduction in noise caused by the bars. Additionally, there were a few comments
requesting food or grocery related businesses in the neighborhood.
Quotes for this theme: “Decrease noise and disruption caused by patrons of the
Moose and Spring St. bars”
“Less bars”
Theme: Community
Comments for this theme were varied, but all related to qualities of the community. Most
comments were related to watching out for neighbors or fostering a sense of community
involvement and coherence.
Quotes for this theme: “getting to know and watch out for ’neighbors”
“increased community participation”
Theme: Housing
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Most comments about housing related to decreasing specific types of housing. Housing
mentioned was low income, rentals, and multifamily.
Quotes for this theme: “less section 8 rental”
“Reduce the number of multi-family properties”
Theme: Lighting
Twenty-two comments about lighting were made. All comments were in favor of more or
improved lighting in the neighborhood. Some people linked increased or improved lighting to an
improvement in safety.
Quotes for this theme: “lighting (can’t stress enough! Better sense of safety/security)”
Theme: Property
Twenty-three people made comments related to property. Almost all of these comments were
related to improved property maintenance. Some comments mentioned specifically which groups
of people need to engage in increased property maintenance.
Quotes for this theme: “better maintained properties and yards”
“better care taken of rentals by building owners”
Theme: Safety
Twenty-five comments were related to neighborhood safety, and specifically to crime. This was
interesting because multiple people listed safety as one aspect of the neighborhood that should
never change, but multiple people listed this same concern, specifically referring to crime, as
something that needs to change. Some people also identified a specific geography area in the
neighborhood in which they see crime. There were also several comments about increasing police
presence.
Quotes for this theme: “there has been a rash of cars being broken into — that
needs to stop”
“There is crime, mostly on Springs St. and Jackson St., by the
low-income housing and high-rise”
Theme: Traffic
Several comments related to traffic in general were about parking. Other comments were related
to the speed of traffic. Some people identified that traffic going to fast was a safety issue and
others requested speed bumps.
Other Themes
It is worth noting that better snow removal was mentioned by several people. While it was a small
number there could have been a bias against mentioning this because the survey was conducted in
the summer and snow removal was probably not an issue on peoples’ minds. This may have been
different if the survey was conducted in winter.
Other themes mentioned were recycling, public transit, pollution, pedestrian/bicycle
improvements, noise in general, and foreclosures.
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Figure 6: Postcard Announcing Survey
C Master Plan Survey: Outreach Proposal and Timeline
(Compiled by Sean O’Neill, SAENA)
1. Postcard Announcing the Survey (see Figure 6)
• Delivered to each household by July 9th
• Estimated cost = $515
2. First Draft of Short-form Survey
• Completed and sent to committee by July 9th
• Heather will have 1-2 business owners, residents and landlords do the survey as a
sample and to get feedback. The committee can review the survey and recommend
changes.
3. Short-form Survey Questions Finalized
• Friday, July 13th
4. Survey Mailed Out to Residents and Dropped Off to Business Owners
• Estimated 1 - 2 weeks to print and deliver
• Estimated date of delivery July 25th
• Estimated Cost = TBD
5. SAENA Newsletter
• Delivered by July 27th
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6. National Night Out
• Tuesday, August 7th
• We could walk to each block party, talk to residents about the master plan, and ask
them to fill out the survey
• Incorporate some kind of raffle or prize? It might help to have some incentive to fill
out the survey.
7. Neighborhood Event in parking lot of Clare Apartments, 828 Spring Manor high rise, and
Habitat for Humanity Townhomes
• SAENA is holding a neighborhood festival in late August
• We could have a table set up for people to take the survey
• The event will draw residents from the whole neighborhood
• Date: August 26th
8. Door-to-Door
• Heather and I will set up a few times to door knock on blocks where we are not
getting strong response rates.
9. Web and Email Survey Access & Promotion
• We will have the survey available through our SAENA website and email blasts. We
can embed a link where you can take the survey using surveymonkey. (Need to
discuss tracking issues with this)
10. Use Volunteers to Help Us Reach Out to Neighbors on their Street
• We have connections with someone from almost every block in the neighborhood. If
we got on volunteer from every street to help us get their neighbors to take the survey,
our response rate may be significantly higher.
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D Resident Cover Letter and Survey
July 17, 2012  
 
 
 
Dear St. Anthony East Resident, 
 
As a resident or property owner in the St. Anthony East Neighborhood of Minneapolis, you may have heard that 
the St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association (SAENA) is developing a Neighborhood Master Plan and we 
need your help. SAENA is developing an official planning document to guide neighborhood development and 
land use for the next 5-20 years. This Neighborhood Master Plan will communicate a vision for what residents 
and stakeholders want the neighborhood to look like in the future. As part of the development process, we are 
conducting a survey to ask residents and other stakeholders what their vision is for the future of St. Anthony 
East and how they want to see the neighborhood develop. We cannot do this without your participation!  
 
We plan to incorporate the results of the survey into the Neighborhood Master Plan, so your response is very 
important. We will seek to have our Neighborhood Master Plan adopted by the City of Minneapolis as part of 
their comprehensive planning document, which guides development and land use throughout the city. This will 
greatly increase the neighborhood’s influence on city decisions that affect St. Anthony East. Additionally, the 
Neighborhood Master Plan will be used by SAENA in the allocation of resources for neighborhood projects. So, 
we want to hear from you regarding your vision for your neighborhood.  
 
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. Any information you give will be reported anonymously and 
our research assistant will be the only person who will have access to any identifiable information you provide. 
You can also complete the survey on our website at www.saenaminneapolis.com.   
 
Return Your Survey for a Chance to Win Great Prizes! 
 
We are giving away over $200 in gift cards! Gift cards were donated from area businesses, including Lund’s, 
Surdyk’s and the Eastside Food Co-op. It’s easy to enter the raffle. Simply fill out the form at the bottom of this 
page, tear it off, and return it with your survey. Return this by August 22nd for a chance to win. 
 
If you have questions please call us at 612-331-6514 or email us at saena3@gmail.com. 
 
Español (Spanish) - Atención. Si desea recibir asistencia gratuita para traducir esta información, llama a 
Mariano Espinoza 612-673-2700. 
 
Soomaaliga (Somali) - Ogow. Haddii aad dooneyso in lagaa kaalmeeyo tarjamadda macluumaadkani oo 
lacag la’ aan wac Mohamed Hajin 612-673-3500. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Laura Taken-Holtze 
SAENA, Vice President  
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
To enter the raffle, please fill out your name and phone number or email below and return it with your 
survey. 
 
Name:_______________________________ Phone or email:_____________________________________ 
45
 
Page 1 of 6  
St. Anthony East Neighborhood Survey 
 
Thank you for participating in this survey. Your responses are completely anonymous and you should feel free to 
leave any answers blank that you do not feel comfortable answering. We would appreciate if you could try to 
return this questionnaire within 7 days. 
 
Q1 It is important for us to know that we have heard from as many voices as possible from the 
neighborhood; to help us please provide your block and street name (e.g. 8XX Spring St.). We do NOT need 
your exact street address. 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
Map Legend 
 
A – Logan Park 
B – Community Commons Park/Tot Lot 
C – Webster School 
D – St. Anthony Park 
E – Proposed Street Car Line  
      (Thick black line) 
 
 
Thin black line and railroad tracks show 
neighborhood boundaries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q2 How would you rate the neighborhood as a place to live? 
 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
 
Q3 Please rate the following aspects of the neighborhood. 
 
Parks and open spaces Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Number of businesses Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Parking Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Availability of medical/dental services Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
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Q3 (continued from previous page) Please rate the following aspects of the neighborhood. 
 
Neighborhood safety Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Amount of street lighting Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
St. Anthony East Community Events Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Sense of community involvement Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Proximity of essential goods and 
services 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Appearance and condition of residential 
property 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Other (Please describe): Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Q4 In the list below, check up to five (5) types of improvements you would like to see in the neighborhood or 
close to the neighborhood. 
 
____ More parks and green space ____ More housing 
____ Improvements to current neighborhood parks ____ Noise reduction 
____ Additional retail stores ____ More street lighting 
____ Additional restaurants ____ Other:__________________ 
____ Medical/dental services   
 
Q5 From the items immediately above, circle your single most important priority for neighborhood 
improvement. 
 
Q6 Thinking about the kind of housing you would like to see in the neighborhood, would you like MORE or 
LESS of each of the following? 
 
Single-family homes More Less No change 
Townhomes More Less No change 
Duplex/Multi-Family homes More Less No change 
Apartments (Rental) More Less No change 
Condominiums (Owner-occupied) More Less No change 
 
Q7 Which of the following types of businesses would like to see in the neighborhood? 
 
____ Grocery ____ Deli/bakery 
____ Coffee shop ____ Boutiques/specialty store 
____ Medical clinic (physician, dental, etc.) ____ Art gallery 
____ Sit down restaurant  ____ Other:____________________ 
____ Fast food restaurant   
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Q8 In the last 30 days, how many days did you…… 
 
Purchase goods/services from businesses in the 
neighborhood 
None 1 to 5 
days 
6 to 10 
days 
11 to 20 
days 
More than 20 
days 
Visit parks in the neighborhood None 1 to 5 
days 
6 to 10 
days 
11 to 20 
days 
More than 20 
days 
Visit parks outside of the neighborhood None 1 to 5 
days 
6 to 10 
days 
11 to 20 
days 
More than 20 
days 
Q9 Community Commons Park (aka the Tot Lot) is located at the east end of Summer St. NE (see map on 
first page of survey). In the last 30 days, how many days did you visit Community Commons Park? 
 
I am not familiar 
with the park 
None 1 to 5 days 6 to 10 days 11 to 20 days 
More than 20 
days 
 
Q10 Which nearby park do you visit most frequently? 
 
____ Community Commons Park ____ Logan Park 
____ St. Anthony Park ____ Other (Indicate name):______________ 
 
Q11 Thinking about parks in the neighborhood, what kind(s) of additional features or services would you 
use? Check all that apply. 
 
____ Grilling equipment ____ Basketball courts 
____ Dog park ____ Playground equipment 
____ Athletic fields ____ Pavilion 
____ Tennis courts ____ Other:______________ 
 
Q12 Thinking about the last 12 months, how many community organized events (i.e., National Night Out, 
Neighborhood Walks) have you attended? 
 
None One to three Three to five More than five 
 
Q13 Which of the choices below best describes the frequency with which you currently use public 
transportation (bus, light rail, etc.)?  
 
____ Daily or most days of the week 
____ 1 to 3 times a week 
____ Several times a month, but less than once a week 
____ Occasionally, but less than once a month 
____ Never 
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Q14 The City of Minneapolis is studying the possibility of 
implementing an accessible modern streetcar line that would 
run along Central Ave. and share the road with cars and 
bicycles. Thinking about the streetcar line, please pick the 
statement that best describes how frequently you may use this 
mode of transportation: 
 
 
 ____ Never 
 ____ Rarely 
 ____ Occasionally 
 ____ Somewhat frequently 
 ____ Very frequently 
 ____ Not sure 
   
Q15 In your opinion, where is the best place along Central Ave. for a streetcar stop in the St. Anthony East 
neighborhood? 
 
______________________________________________________  
 
Q16 Thinking about development in the neighborhood, please indicate the extent to which you support each 
of the following. 
 
Higher density development in single family 
residential areas (more homes per acre) 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
Zero lot-line development (homes built to 
edge of property lines) 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
Accessory dwelling units (above garage 
apartments, mother-in-law suites, etc) on 
existing residential lots 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
More multifamily development (apartments, 
townhomes, and condominiums) 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
Require larger developments to include more 
units if some are made affordable 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
More mixed-use areas with housing above 
retail storefronts or office space 
Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
Prohibit higher density development Strongly 
Support 
Somewhat 
Support 
Neither Support 
nor Oppose 
Somewhat 
Oppose 
Strongly 
Oppose 
 
Q17 When you see a vacant lot in the neighborhood, which of the following do you think would be the single 
best use of this land? 
 
____ Development of new business  ____ Development of new residential property 
____ Development of green space ____ Something else (please specify): _______________________ 
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Q18 If the Webster School building (See location on map) became vacant, which of the following would you 
consider an acceptable use of the property? Check all that apply. 
 
____ Early childhood center ____ Residential housing 
____ Community center ____ Medical/therapeutic services 
____ Private businesses ____ Other:__________________ 
____ Charter School 
 
Q19 In your opinion, what one development/change would improve the neighborhood? 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q20 In your opinion, what one development/change would negatively impact the neighborhood? 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q21 In your opinion, what is one thing that should never change in the neighborhood? 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q22 In your opinion, what is one thing that needs to change in the neighborhood? 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In order to help us make sure we have heard from a diverse group of people in the neighborhood, please 
answer the demographic questions below. All answers are confidential. 
 
Q23 How long have you been living in the St. Anthony East Neighborhood of Minneapolis? 
 
____ Less than one year 
____ 1-3 years 
____ 4-10 years 
____ More than 10, but less than entire life 
____ Entire life 
 
Q24 How long do you plan to remain in the neighborhood? 
 
____ 0-2 years 
____ 3-5 years 
____ 6-10 years 
____ More than 10 years 
 
Q25 Is the residence in which you currently reside (circle one): 
 
Owned Rented Other ___________ 
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Q26 Which of these best describes your residence? 
 
____ Single family home ____ A building with 2-4 apartments 
____ Duplex ____ A building with 5-12 apartments 
____ Triplex/Fourplex ____ A building with 13-20 apartments 
____ Townhome ____ A building with more than 20 apartments 
____ Condominium   
 
Q27 Gender (circle one) 
 
Female  Male Other_____________ 
 
Q28 How old are you? 
 
_________ years 
 
Q29 Are you of Hispanic/Latino origin or descent? 
 
_____ Yes _____ No 
 
Q30 What is your race? 
 
_____ African _____ Mixed 
_____ African American or Black _____ White 
_____ American Indian or Alaska Native _____ Other ______________________ 
_____ Asian    
 
Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the survey to the St. Anthony East Neighborhood 
Association using the enclosed envelope. If you have any questions, please contact us at 612-331-6514 or 
saena3@gmail.com 
E Business Cover Letter and Survey
August 13, 2012  
 
 
 
Dear St. Anthony East Business Owner, 
 
As a business owner in the St. Anthony East Neighborhood of Minneapolis, you may have heard that the St. 
Anthony East Neighborhood Association (SAENA) is developing a Neighborhood Master Plan and we need 
your help. SAENA is developing an official planning document to guide neighborhood development and land 
use for the next 5-20 years. This Neighborhood Master Plan will communicate a vision for what residents and 
stakeholders want the neighborhood to look like in the future. As part of the development process, we are 
conducting a survey to ask business owners and other stakeholders what their vision is for the future of St. 
Anthony East and how they want to see the neighborhood develop. We cannot do this without your 
participation!  
 
We plan to incorporate the results of the survey into the Neighborhood Master Plan, so your response is very 
important. We will seek to have our Neighborhood Master Plan adopted by the City of Minneapolis as part of 
their comprehensive planning document, which guides development and land use throughout the city. This will 
greatly increase the neighborhood’s influence on city decisions that affect St. Anthony East. Additionally, the 
Neighborhood Master Plan will be used by SAENA in the allocation of resources for neighborhood projects. So, 
we want to hear from you regarding your vision for your neighborhood.  
 
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. Any information you give will be reported anonymously and 
our research assistant will be the only person who will have access to any identifiable information you provide.   
 
If you have questions please call us at 612-331-6514 or email us at saena3@gmail.com. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Laura Taken-Holtze 
SAENA, Vice President  
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St. Anthony East Neighborhood Business Survey 
Thank you for participating in this survey. The questions are designed to help better envision the future of Saint 
Anthony East. Your responses are completely anonymous. Please provide as much detail as you feel 
appropriate. 
 
 
Q1 How do most of your customers get to your business? 
  
____ On foot 
____ Car 
____ Public Transit 
____ Don’t know 
____ Other:______________ 
 
 
Q2 What percentage of your customers would you estimate come from the neighborhood? 
 
______________________________ 
 
Q3 How satisfied are you with the neighborhood as a place to operate this business? 
 
Very satisfied Satisfied Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 
 
 
Q4 Do you have sufficient off street parking for your customers and employees?   
 
____ Yes 
____ No 
____ Not sure 
 
Comments:_____________________________________ 
 
  
 
 
Q5 Please rate the following aspects of the neighborhood. 
 
 
Parks and open spaces Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Number of businesses Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Parking for your customers Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Safety Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Sense of community 
involvement 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Amount of street lighting Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
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Overall appearance of 
residential property 
 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Overall appearance of retail 
property 
 
Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
Other (please describe): Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Not sure 
 
 
Q6 In the list below, please rank your top three (3) priorities for improvement that you would like to see 
in the neighborhood or close to the neighborhood. One (1) equals top priority, three (3) equals lowest 
priority. 
 
____ More parks and green space  
____ Development of current neighborhood parks  
____ Additional retail stores  
____ Additional restaurants  
____ Medical/dental services  
____ Parking  
____ Public Art  
____ More housing  
____ Noise reduction  
____ More Street Lighting  
____ Other:__________________  
 
Q7 Which of the following types of businesses would you like to see in the neighborhood? Check all that 
apply. 
 
____ Grocery 
____ Coffee shop 
____ Medical clinic (physician, dental, etc.) 
____ Sit down restaurant  
____ Fast food restaurant 
____ Deli/bakery 
____ Boutiques/specialty store 
____ Art gallery 
____ Artist studios 
____ Other:____________________ 
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Q8 The City of Minneapolis is studying the possibility of 
implementing an accessible modern streetcar line that would 
run along Central Ave. and share the road with cars and 
bicycles. Thinking about the streetcar line, what potential 
impact do you think this mode of transportation might have 
on your business? 
 
 
_____________________________________________________ 
Q9 What type of assistance, if any, would make your business more successful? 
 
_____ Neighborhood beautification 
_____ Business loan program 
_____ Local road improvements 
_____ Improved public transportation in the area 
_____ Business mentoring/technical assistance 
_____ Graffiti prevention  
_____ Other (please describe)_________________ 
_____ None 
 
Q10 If the Webster School building (at the corner of 5th St. NE and Spring St. NE) became vacant, which 
of the following would you consider an acceptable use of the property? Check all that apply. 
____ Early childhood center ____ Residential housing 
____ Community center ____ Medical/therapeutic services 
____ Private businesses ____ Other:__________________ 
____ Charter School 
 
Q11 How would you describe your relationship with your immediate residential neighbors?  
 
Very positive Somewhat positive Neutral Somewhat negative Very negative Not sure 
 
Q12 Can you think of any way that the St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association (SAENA) could help 
you improve this relationship? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Q13 Do you feel your current location accommodates the growth you seek with your business? 
_____ Yes  
_____ No  
_____ Don’t know  
_____ Do not seek growth 
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Q14 What do you think is going well for businesses in the neighborhood? 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q15 What do you think is challenging for businesses in the neighborhood? 
 
___________________________________________________________ 
Q16 Are you aware that St. Anthony East has a neighborhood association? 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
 
Q17 Have you interacted with the neighborhood association? 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
 
Q18 What is one issue that you would like to see SAENA address? 
_____________________________________________________________ 
The following questions ask information about your business in the St. Anthony East location specifically. 
Q19 In what year was the St. Anthony East location of this business opened? 
 
_______________________ 
 
Q20 Number of employees:__________ 
 
Q21 Number of employees that are neighborhood residents:_____________ 
 
Q22 Number Full Time Equivalent:________________ 
 
 
If you would like more information about the St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association or if you 
would like SAENA to contact you about a potential partnership, please fill in your contact information 
below. 
 
Name:______________________     Phone or email:___________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the survey to the St. Anthony East Neighborhood 
Association using the enclosed envelope. If you have any questions, please contact us at 612-331-6514 or 
saena3@gmail.com 
 
